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Many of you may have observed that we find ourselves in an era of 

development moving away from aid-centric discussions that we used to 

have just a few years ago. What is the reason? What drew us away from 

discussions on aid towards such vigorous discussions on issues central 

to development? 

 

I have a simple response: because aid has not been successful, or, as 

some of us consider, perhaps because aid is not enough. 

 

Since 1950 or a bit earlier, in spite of enormous endeavors by donor 

countries made, aid has not been regarded as successful, particularly in 

the least developed countries, notably the sub-Saharan region. 

 

Some years ago, when I was a desk officer in the Korean Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs, I thought that aid and development had a similar 

meaning. I was not alone, because I found many of my colleagues did 

not recognize differences between the two either. But distinguishing 

these words poses no difficulty today. It is rather simple. Aid is what is 

given. It is something provided by others for free, or sometimes well 

below market prices. 

 

To achieve growth, we have to manage aid money well, but this is not 

easy to do when it is given free of charge. Consequently, aid needs aid 
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again and again. 

 

On the other hand, what does development or growth mean? It is not a 

mere matter of ‘giving and taking’. Instead, it’s a matter of results and 

achievements.  It becomes a totally different story. 

 

Some countries cannot create real growth in spite of huge amounts of 

aid, yet others are able to without much aid. The result turns out to be 

completely different. I would like to bring your attention to this point. 

What is the real difference? In my view, this is the core theme of this 

session, “ future of aid”.  

 

As a young African economist mentioned in her book, ‘dead aid’, aid is 

easy money. So the results are not as desirable as one might imagine. It 

is natural for investors to expect a return that is larger than their 

original investment, regardless of the size of the original contribution. 

This is what we call ‘accountability’. No one is responsible with easy 

money, thus one cannot expect it to result in growth and development in 

the long run.  

 

If you want to foster accountability, you have to be attentive to “results”. 

This is what we may call “development impact”. A partner country is the 

very one who should be pursuing development impact. But in reality, it 

is not that straightforward. It requires well-designed strategies, which 

more often than not involve setting priorities and ensuring they are 

respected by the government. Priority setting, however, is a highly 

challenging task, and even more challenging for recipient countries. 

 

Therefore, development needs something beyond the Paris Declaration, 

which is a set of principles guiding how to manage aid money. Managing 

‘development’ is not an aid principle.  

 

Almost all policies in developing countries have to be relevant to 

development and growth, otherwise they could very well fail because of 

a lack of well established capacity, unlike in the developed world. 
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So, the urgent issue is how to secure a comprehensive policy process to 

integrate high priority areas, and how to enable partner governments to 

make the right decision.  

 

Developing countries need to be assisted to keep their policies coherent. 

They need principles and a framework to enhance development impact. 

In this regard, PCD is essential to development impact given that 

development effectiveness should be pursued in a coherent way. Good 

policies in the field of trade, investment, and taxation could somehow 

lead to development, but development is still not guaranteed. 

Sometimes the impacts of policies are negative or marginal if not 

coherently managed.  

 

The operation of PCD will be a complicated process bringing together 

diverse areas, different communities, and a wide range of stakeholders. 

 

PCD is required because at a donor’s level, the fragmented aid delivery 

system needs rectification; while in partner countries, the absence of 

well-managed PCD will result in an imbalanced industrial policy. In this 

regard, PCD is a core concept of development. 

 

Korea is going to host the HLF-4 on aid effectiveness. We do not yet 

know whether development impact will be put on the agenda. However, 

what is sure at the moment is that the HLF4 Busan may open a new 

phase of international aid, ‘from aid to development’ with a full-scale 

paradigm shift. 

 

I would say the shift would be from aid effectiveness, which is a donor-

centric issue, toward development impact, which is an issue for all 

stakeholders under the global development architecture.  

 

As mentioned, development involves the notion of integration, 

accommodating diverse areas and enhancing synergies between them. 

But our global aid community also faces many challenges, notably, the 

gap in expertise. But we all have to work together in changing global 

settings. It is the PCD’s role to narrow the gap. Through PCD, the aid 
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community should provide common grounds for collective work to the 

different communities.  

 

Regardless of which international organisation will handle it, 

development is increasingly becoming an issue for all, North and South 

alike, beyond aid, beyond communities. 

 

For a better PCD, we have to keep the framework open and inclusive. 

This is why it is important for our PCD discussions and HLF4 meeting to 

include major global players, that is, donors, partners, recipients-turned 

donors, and so on. This approach is also in line with the G20 

development process. 

 

A paradigm shift may still be seen as a presumption. As many 

discussions have been made on the relationship between aid and 

development in the current PCD setting, this shift is becoming real, and 

this issue is becoming more and more central to the discussions at 

major international forums such as the G20, UN DCF, OECD, WP-EFF, 

MOPAN, HLF-4 preparation.  

 

The OECD will become a key player in this process as it keeps broader 

communities within the organisation already.  

 

What is more important is how to draw a consensus on the paradigm 

shift from diverse stakeholders. For this, we certainly need a global 

partnership forum. The HLF-4 is unique in its participants and areas of 

discussions. I would imagine that the global aid community would put 

the PCD forward to the forum in Korea 2011, as a ‘future of aid’.  

 

Thank you.  

 

 


